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ABSTRACT

The Future Combat Systems (FCS) is a system of systems, comprised of 14
individual systems, all connected via a common network with the soldier as the
centerpiece. The Army has recognized that evolutionary acquisition enables the rapid
fielding of FCS technologies as they mature to meet warfighter requirements. It has
implemented the Spin-out plan to leverage FCS research and development efforts to
insert new capabilities into the Current Force. Complex system of systems development,
however, requires more robust approaches to ensure effective and efficient delivery of
new capabilities to the warfighter so that he can immediately take full advantage of the
new system’s capabilities.. Integrating a Modular Open Systems Approach to acquisition
ensures the seamless insertion of newly acquired systems into existing systems and
facilitates insertion of future envisioned systems. The system structure methodology
provides a framework for engineering a system, and is used to integrate the evolutionary
acquisition process and the modular open systems approach for a tailored framework that
addresses the needs and requirements of the FCS program and contributes to Army
Modernization Strategy overall. The integration of evolutionary acquisition and MOSA
within a sound systems engineering framework results in an insertion strategy that is

responsive and flexible with the greatest benefit to the end user of the resulting products.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Future Combat Systems (FCS) is the Army’s first full-spectrum
modernization in nearly 40 years. It is a system of systems, comprised of 14 individual
systems, all connected via a common network with the soldier as the centerpiece. FCS is
envisioned as a modular system adaptable to the “full-spectrum” of operations to meet
the current requirements. Additionally, it is expected to meet the requirements of the
Future Force and future operations. The Army has implemented a Spin-out plan for the
rapid delivery of maturing FCS technologies to the warfighter to ensure that the
warfighter is consistently equipped with state-of-the-art capabilities. Each Spin-out will
be inserted into legacy systems and fielded FCS systems until entire FCS Brigade
Combat Teams are fielded and the Army continues its path to modernization.

This thesis focuses on the delivery of newly acquired systems to the warfighter
and the considerations that must be accounted for in order to effectively and efficiently
insert them into the current force systems while, at the same time, allowing for functional
adjustments to envisioned future large-scale, complex systems of systems. The
Acquisition Strategy Considerations, as outlined in the Defense Acquisition Guidebook
(DAG), are used as the basis for constructing the general framework for new technology
insertion, with specific focus on Systems Engineering (SE), Evolutionary Acquisition
(EA) and the Modular Open Systems Approach (MOSA) to acquisition, to achieve a
specific program’s (in this case, FCS’s) objectives. This thesis examines the application
of systems engineering methodology to integrate evolutionary acquisition and MOSA to
develop a framework for seamless insertion of new technology. It further examines the
implications of applying these approaches to large and complex systems, similar to FCS,
enabling an overall objective such as continuous force modernization.

Within the scope of this thesis, successful insertion is defined as the delivery of
new capabilities to the warfighter such that capabilities are efficiently integrated with
legacy systems without the need for major modifications. Additionally, new capabilities
must also allow for the ease of future changes and/or upgrades to the system. The

insertion of new capabilities must keep pace with technology maturity and evolving

XV



requirements and threats, allowing for the rapid deployment of capabilities, minimizing
the risk of obsolescence and ensuring that the warfighter is always equipped with state-
of-the-art technology. This requires acquisition and insertion processes that exhibit
flexibility and responsiveness in support of these requirements. Flexibility enables the
system process to adapt to changing requirements and evolving threats. Responsiveness
enables it to rapidly transition maturing technologies into capabilities to meet warfighter
requirements. Finally, application of sound systems engineering practices to integrate
and implement varying system processes ensures the delivery of a system that is capable,

upgradeable, affordable and supportable throughout its planned life cycle.

The Army has recognized that evolutionary acquisition enables the rapid fielding
of FCS technologies as they mature. It has implemented the Spin-out plan to leverage
FCS R&D efforts to insert new capabilities into the Current Force. Evolutionary
acquisition minimizes the acquisition process time to enable a quick transition from
science and technology to capabilities that the warfighter can use. It also minimizes the
risks of technology obsolescence ensuring that warfighters are equipped with state-of-the-
art capabilities, maintaining the advantage over evolving and ever-changing threats in
current and future operations. Evolutionary acquisition and the spiral process, however,
do not sufficiently address the insertion of newly acquired technology and ensuring that
the right capabilities are acquired to meet warfighter requirements. Evolutionary
acquisition primarily addresses the acquisition phase of a system’s life cycle. Complex
system of system development and continuous modernization programs, such as FCS,
require a more robust approach that encompasses the system’s entire life cycle from
requirements development to disposal. The insertion strategy, therefore, must be an

integral part of program and system design from concept to deployment.

Utilizing a Modular Open Systems Approach to acquisition ensures the seamless
insertion of newly acquired systems into existing systems and facilitates insertion of
future envisioned systems. MOSA manages the interfaces between systems thereby
ensuring interoperability between all the systems within a complex system of systems.
An open architecture design further promotes seamless insertion thus enabling the
execution of an evolutionary acquisition strategy.
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The system structure methodology provides a framework for engineering a
system. The system structure methodology is the top-down development and bottom-up
realization of requirements using accepted processes for engineering systems in DoD
acquisition programs. This framework is used for integration of evolutionary acquisition
process and the modular open systems approach to tailor the framework to address the
needs and requirements of the FCS program and contribute to Army Modernization

Strategy overall.

Similar to the acquisition strategy, the insertion strategy must be tailored
according to the specific program. Acquisition strategy goals and objectives can be
utilized to develop the insertion strategy concurrently. Insertion strategy must be
considered at the beginning of a program to determine the feasibility of the processes to
be employed. The integration of evolutionary acquisition and MOSA within a sound
systems engineering framework results in an insertion strategy that is responsive and

flexible with the greatest benefit to the end user of the resulting products.
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l. INTRODUCTION

The Army intends to remain the preeminent landpower on earth, dominant
across the full spectrum of operations, now and in the future, to meet our
enduring contract with the American people to defend freedom.[1]

A. PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The Future Combat Systems (FCS) is the Army’s first full-spectrum
modernization in nearly 40 years. The urgent needs of the current fight required that the
Army accelerate transformation. The Army is in the midst of an ongoing process of
transformation with a broad mandate to change across many domains. FCS Brigade
Combat Team (BCT) is the material solution for the future force and is the Army’s
principal modernization strategy that is the embodiment of the modular force, a modular
system designed for “full-spectrum” operations [2]. Due to the immensity and
complexity of FCS, systems studies can be conducted to examine and evaluate a variety
of issues from requirements development, technology maturity, and testing and
evaluation. This thesis, however, focuses on the delivery of newly acquired systems to
the warfighter and the considerations that must be accounted for in order to effectively
and efficiently insert it into the current force systems while at the same time allowing for
functional adjustments to envisioned future large scale complex systems of systems. The
Acquisition Strategy Considerations, as outlined in the Defense Acquisition Guidebook
(DAG), are used as the basis for constructing the general framework for new technology
insertion with specific focus on Systems Engineering (SE), Evolutionary Acquisition
(EA) and the Modular Open Systems Approach (MOSA) to acquisition, to achieve a

specific program’s (in this case, FCS’s) objectives.

The Army has recognized that evolutionary acquisition is the fastest and surest
way to field FCS technologies and modernize the Army. The Navy has made concerted
efforts to implement open architecture in support of the development of systems that are

affordable, operationally effective and suitable and can be a timely solution to satisfy user



needs. This thesis proposes the application of a systems engineering framework to
integrate evolutionary acquisition and MOSA to develop an insertion strategy that
facilitates seamless insertion of new technology. The integration of these three
considerations shall result in a system process that is flexible and responsive to enable the
rapid fielding of maturing technologies, adjust to changing requirements due to changing
threats, and capable of accommodating future upgrades without costly modifications to

fielded systems.

Within the scope of this thesis, successful insertion is defined as the delivery of
new capabilities to the warfighter such that capabilities are efficiently integrated with
legacy systems without the need for major modifications. Additionally, new capabilities
must also allow for the ease of future changes and/or upgrades to the system. The
insertion of new capabilities must keep pace with technology maturity and evolving
requirements and threats to rapidly deploy capabilities, minimizing the risk of
obsolescence and ensuring that the warfighter is always equipped with state-of-the-art
technology. This requires acquisition and insertion processes that exhibit flexibility and
responsiveness in support of these requirements. Flexibility enables the system process
to adapt to changing requirements and evolving threats. Responsiveness enables it to
rapidly transition maturing technologies into capabilities to meet warfighter requirements.
Finally, application of sound systems engineering practices to integrate and implement
varying system processes ensures the delivery of a system that is capable, upgradable,

affordable and supportable throughout its planned life cycle.

There are three key processes in the Department of Defense (DoD) that must
work in concert to deliver the capabilities required by the warfighters: the requirements
process; the acquisition process; and the Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and
Execution (PPBE) process (Figure 1). To produce weapon systems that provide the
capabilities our warfighters need, these three processes must be aligned to ensure
consistent decisions are made [3]. Each process is summarily discussed to provide an
overview of the DoD’s decision support system to acquire new or modified materiel.

Due to the scope of this thesis, analysis of DoD’s decision support system is focused



primarily on the requirements and acquisition process. These processes are then applied
to the Army’s modernization strategy via FCS (BCT) and the accelerated fielding of
select capabilities (also called Spin-outs) to examine the evolutionary acquisition of a

complex system.

Chapter | of this thesis describes DoD’s decision support systems, FCS and the
challenges inherent in inserting new technology in order to implement complex system of
systems design. Chapter Il summarily discusses the policies and regulations applicable to
the three DoD decision support processes. Chapter Ill describes acquisition strategy
considerations to facilitate seamless insertion of newly acquired systems. More
specifically, systems engineering, evolutionary acquisition and the modular open systems
approach are described. Chapter 1V describes the application of the three considerations
and FCS implications to the seamless integration of future Spin-outs. Chapter V is the

conclusions and recommendations.
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Figure 1. DoD Decision Support Systems. From [3]

B. BACKGROUND: WHAT IS FCS?

The FCS concept is designed to be part of the Army’s Future Force, which is
intended to transform the Army into a more rapidly deployable and responsive force that
differs substantially from the large division-centric structure of the past. The Army is
reorganizing its current forces into modular brigade combat teams, each of which is
expected to be highly survivable and the most lethal brigade-sized unit the Army has ever
fielded. FCS-equipped brigade combat teams will change the way the Army fights wars.
Using sensors connected via network allows for improved communications and
unmatched situational awareness enabling the Army to preemptively kill the enemy
before they strike military or civilian targets. The Army is implementing its

transformation plans at a time when current U.S. ground forces continue to play a critical



role in the ongoing conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan. It has instituted plans to spin out
selected FCS technologies and systems to current Army forces to meet current
operational requirements [4].

Fundamentally, the FCS concept is to replace size and quantity with superior
information—allowing soldiers to see and hit the enemy first rather than to rely on heavy
armor to withstand a hit. This solution attempts to address a mismatch that has posed a
dilemma to the Army for decades: the Army’s heavy forces had the necessary firepower
needed to win but required extensive support and too much time to deploy while its light
forces could deploy rapidly but lacked firepower and armor. The Future Force will be
better organized, staffed, equipped, and trained for prompt and sustained land combat,
ensuring the Army’s continued domination over evolving and sophisticated threats.
Although it is to be offensively oriented, FCS (BCT) will be capable of executing full
spectrum operations from asymmetric and stability operations to humanitarian relief
operations. The Army envisions a new way of fighting that depends on networking the
force, which involves linking people, platforms, weapons, and sensors seamlessly
together in a system-of-systems [4].

FCS (BCT) is the material solution for the future force and is the Army’s
principal modernization strategy that is the embodiment of the modular force, a modular
system designed for “full-spectrum” operations. It will network existing systems,
systems already under development, and systems to be developed to meet the
requirements of the Army’s Future Force. It will be adaptable to traditional warfare as
well as complex, irregular warfare in urban terrains, mixed terrains such as deserts and
plains, and restrictive terrains such as mountains and jungles. It can also be adaptable to
civil support, such as disaster relief. It is a joint (across all the military services)
networked (connected via advanced communications) system of systems (one large
system made up of 14 individual systems, the network, and most importantly, the soldier)
connected via an advanced network architecture that will enable levels of joint
connectivity, situational awareness and understanding, and synchronized operations

heretofore unachievable (Figure 2) [2].
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Figure 2.  FCS Core Systems. From [4]

FCS (BCT) is using evolutionary acquisition to develop, field and upgrade FCS
(BCT) throughout its life cycle. Since 2004, FCS has been working an accelerated
delivery schedule of selected hardware and software to the Current Force. The Army is
accelerating fielding of select FCS (BCT) capabilities (called Spin-outs) to reduce
operational risk to the Current Force. Spin-outs are providing early capability in force
protection, networked fires, expanded battle space, and battle command and have begun
testing in 2008. Just as the emerging FCS (BCT) capabilities enhance the Current Force,
the Current Force's operational experience informs the FCS (BCT) program, further
mitigating future development challenges, force management, and institutional risks. In
addition to the current Spin-outs, the Chief of Staff of the Army, in December 2007,
directed the FCS Program to accelerate evaluation schedules for the Small Unmanned

Ground Vehicle robot and the Class 1 Unmanned Aerial Vehicle [2].



Spin-out 1 consists of B-kits for Abrams, Bradley and HMMWYV platforms,
Tactical and Urban Sensors and Non Line of Sight-Launch System (NLOS-LS). B-kits
provide increased situational awareness and communications through advanced network
and communication settings. Spin-out 1 B-Kits include Joint Tactical Radio System
Ground Mobile Radio (JTRS-GMR), Integrated Computer System (ICS), and System of
System Common Operating Environment (SOSCOE). Tactical and Urban sensors placed
in urban settings (by soldiers) and in tactical environments will increase situational
awareness by providing real-time battlespace information over the network. These act as
“eyes and ears” on the battlefield—thus allowing more Soldiers in the fight—with better
situational awareness. NLOS-LS provides rapidly deployable and networked-linked
stand off munitions launch capability that is currently not available within the Army. FCS
Spin-out technology will reach operational brigades in 2010 timeframe. Spin-out 1 will
be fielded to current force units at a rate of 6 per year until all of the Army’s 76 Brigade
Combat Teams have been fielded with FCS capabilities. By 2015, the Army force
structure will include one Brigade Combat Team (BCT) equipped with all FCS (BCT)
core systems and additional Brigade Combat Teams with embedded FCS (BCT)
capability [2].

C. ARMY MODERNIZATION AND FCS OBJECTIVES

As previously mentioned, FCS is at the core of Army modernization. It is
envisioned to address the urgent needs of the current fight while, at the same time,
accelerating transformation to prepare the future force. The 2008 Army Modernization
Strategy document encompasses FCS in two of the four elements to methodically deliver
needed capabilities to the warfighter. Figure 3 illustrates the four elements of Army

modernization.



The Four Elements of Army Modernization
B we e s

Rapidly field the The Al'm y,S

best new 2. Upgrade and modernize

equipment to the Centerpiece existing systems

current force

‘l-'lrr %

] Incorporate new
technologles from
Future Combat
Systems

W

i L™
Field the Future Combat

" Systems (FCS) Brigade
y Combat Teams |

Figure 3.  The Four Elements of Army Modernization. From [5]

Element number 3 of Army Modernization above drives research and
development (R&D), rapid fielding and the modernization program through delivery of
the latest capabilities via the Spin-outs. Incorporating these Spin-outs enables the Army
to exploit and leverage new capabilities sooner rather than later, eventually modernizing
legacy Army equipment and ultimately achieving the fourth element of Army
Modernization, which is the fielding of FCS BCT. To achieve this goal, FCS
components must exhibit characteristics that facilitate such a transition. The following

excerpt describes the Army vision for FCS:



FCS requires a modular system designed to conduct “full-spectrum” operations. It needs
to operate with existing systems as well as systems already under development and future
systems to be developed to meet the requirements of the Army’s Future Force.
Additionally, the Army has established a number of key tenets it wanted to achieve with
the FCS program. These key tenets were listed in the GAO report referenced in [6] and

The Army is transforming into a networked Modular Force that is
agile, globally responsive and sustainable. FCS is the core of this
effort. FCS is designed to provide the Soldiers and leaders who
engage the enemy with the situational awareness required for a
decisive advantage in combat. Networked Battle Command and
sensors will enhance the ability of platoons and companies to see
the enemy and engage with precision. This is accomplished by
providing Soldiers with Battle Command and sensor capabilities
similar to those currently resident in brigade and division
headquarters. The FCS BCT will be an integrated combat
formation employing a system of systems approach to deliver the
capabilities the Army needs. Fielding FCS will be fulfilling the
Army’s vision for the future by integrating full spectrum
capabilities in its systems [5].

are as follows:

create opportunity for best of industry to participate;

leverage government technology base to maximum extent;

associate ongoing enabling efforts with LSI-led activity;

maintain a collaborative environment from design through life cycle;
achieve, as a minimum, commonality at subsystem/component level;
design/plan for technology integration and insertion;

maintain and shape the industrial base for the future;

retain competition throughout future force acquisition;

ensure appropriate government involvement in procurement processes;

achieve consistent and continuous definition of requirements;



e maintain and shape government acquisition community;
e achieve program affordability—balance performance and sustainment;

e ensure a “one team” operating with partnership and teamwork.

The key tenets listed above establish the objectives that the Army wanted to
achieve in executing this program. Most of the tenets listed above describe process
objectives; however, several translate into desired system combat capability such as
modularity due to commonality at the subsystem/component level and designing for
technology integration and insertion. These tenets provide insight into the Army’s vision
of FCS and its strategy to develop and field its complex system of systems. The Army
has clearly stated that the preferred acquisition strategy in support of achieving their
objectives is evolutionary acquisition [2]. This acquisition strategy is inline with DoD
policies and guidelines. Evolutionary acquisition and the spiral process, however, do not
sufficiently address the insertion of newly acquired technology and ensuring that the right
capabilities are acquired to meet warfighter requirements. Evolutionary acquisition
primarily addresses the acquisition phase of a system’s life cycle. For complex system of
system development and for continuous modernization programs, such as FCS, require a
more robust approach that encompasses the system’s entire life cycle from requirements
development to disposal (i.e., cradle-to-grave). The following section describes FCS
challenges that the program may encounter in executing the Army’s preferred acquisition

strategy.

D. FCS CHALLENGES

As with many endeavors, there are several challenges that must be overcome in

order for the Army to achieve its objectives as described above.

1. Technology is changing rapidly. The transition of technology into new
materiel systems and its acquisition must be capable of supporting rapid changes. The
acquisition process has been revised considerably to support that objective. A similar
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process for insertion must be developed that has the flexibility to accommodate these
rapid changes to allow for seamless and effective insertion of new systems to current
systems with respect to doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leadership, personnel
and facilities (DOTMLPF). The inability to keep pace with changing technology,
oftentimes result in the underutilization of new capabilities and results in costly

modifications to fielded systems in order to effectively insert newly acquired capabilities.

2. Evolving requirements. The primary objective of Defense acquisition is to
acquire systems that satisfy warfighter requirements and improve mission capability and
operational support in a timely manner. End user involvement early in the acquisition
process contributes to addressing warfighter needs. The challenge, however, is that in
current and, possibly, future operations, the warfighter is faced with evolving threats that
in turn change warfighter requirements. The process for delivery of new capabilities
must keep pace with these evolving requirements while maintaining the flexibility to
respond to urgent needs. In an evolutionary acquisition environment, requirements,
technology, and capabilities can change several times throughout the program life cycle,
which can significantly affect the end product. Integration challenges occur when the
processes do not accommodate some degree of flexibility in the design and
implementation of a system of systems.

3. Obsolescence and technology maturation risk. The warfighter constantly
requires new capabilities as threats evolve and adapt. The time that a system spends in
development and acquisition must constantly be minimized to reduce obsolescence risks.
At the same time, however, sufficient technology maturity must be considered to ensure
that the capabilities are technically feasible prior to entering into production.

In summary, technology continues to develop rapidly. To capitalize on cutting
edge capabilities, capabilities must transition from concept to reality as fast as technology
evolves. At the same time, warfighters are faced with evolving threats, which constitute
evolving requirements. Effective and efficient insertion of capabilities into the current
force enables the warfighter to fully capitalize on the capabilities that new technology

provides. When technology is delayed in any phase of the development or acquisition
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process (Figure 4), it increases the risk that the system delivered to the warfighter is
obsolete and irrelevant to current operations. Additionally, process iteration is inherent in
conducting systems engineering. It is even more palpable in complex system of systems
development. Anticipating and managing changing requirements at the beginning of the
process while ensuring the delivery of end products that are relevant and capable of
meeting these requirements is the difficulty inherent in complex system of systems
development. The insertion strategy framework must therefore be flexible and
responsive to the needs of the end user as well as the changing technology to enable the

achievement of the Army’s objectives for FCS and overall Army Modernization.
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Il. LITERATURE REVIEW

A. INTRODUCTION

As the primary question for this thesis addresses the construction of a general
framework for effective and efficient insertion of newly acquired systems into current
systems, a large portion of the published works reviewed are joint publications and
regulations manuals. The Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System
(JCIDS), the Defense Acquisition System (DAS), and the Planning, Programming, and
Budgeting System (PPBS) form the Department of Defense’s three principal decision
support processes for transforming the military forces according to the future DoD vision.
Together, the three systems provide an integrated approach to strategic planning,
identification of needs for military capabilities, systems acquisition, and program and
budget development. Each process has its own set of guidelines and publications. Each
process stage is summarily discussed to underline their significance to insertion and

integration of the new system in the later phases of the program life cycle.

B.  JOINT CAPABILITIES INTEGRATION AND DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM
(JCIDS) PROCESS

With the Joint Staff’s publication of CJCSM 3170.01 and CJCSI 3170.01C in
June 2003, JCIDS replaced the Requirements Generation System (RGS). RGS used a
mission needs approach to identify the warfighter’s operational requirements. Each
service generated their own requirements according to their needs, which oftentimes
duplicated other services’ requirements, and resulted in a lack of overall joint
coordination. JCIDS is based on a joint concepts-centric capabilities identification
process that focuses on the Joint Force. Figure 5 illustrates the differences between RGS
and JCIDS. For the reasons discussed in the previous chapter, JCIDS’s top-down
approach to requirements generation poses unique challenges for the service component
in the later phases of system development. This section establishes how JCIDS is linked

to the acquisition process and its relevancy to technology insertion.
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Figure 5. Requirement Generation Changes. From [8]

1. Top Down Capabilities Identification Methodology

The JCIDS process is one component of DoD’s three principal decision support
processes for transforming the military forces to support the national military strategy and
the defense strategy. It implements a top-down methodology using joint concepts that
identifies and describes shortcomings and redundancies in warfighting capabilities. The
Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC) are developed from top-level strategic guidance,
providing a top-down baseline for identifying future capabilities. New capability
requirements, materiel or non-materiel, must relate directly to capabilities identified
through the JOpsC. Concept of Operations (CONOPs) may indicate short-term capability
needs. CONOPs allow the joint community to adjust or divest current capabilities by
providing the operational context needed to justify or modify current programs. The

process flows from national level and strategic guidance through the concepts as shown

16



in Figure 6.

As they are developed, the JOpsC, and if necessary Service concepts, will

provide the conceptual basis for the Capability Based Assessments (CBAS) to answer

these questions by identifying capabilities, gaps, and redundancies as well as potential

non-materiel

based on a

and materiel approaches to addressing the issues. A CBA may also be

combatant command, Service, or Defense agency CONOPs. The CBA

process is described in CJCSM 3170.01 Series, “Operation of the Joint Capabilities
Integration and Development System.”

Guidance

Assessment
and
Analysis

Reconciliation
& Recommendations

National
Security
Strategy

—DI DOD Strategic Guidance I

CONOPs \

Capabilities-based identification
of needs combines the JOpsC

with analysis: Overlay what we
have with what we need to do.

Capability Based
Assessment

JCIDS
Recommendations
Capability Needs
DOTMLPF Changes

N

Decision DCR Science & P FPlanning,
:rc]:?ion Implementation Technology B:l':igg]:hl']:n]gn:;gt; H Acquisition Experimentation
Execution
Figure 6. Top Down Capability Need Identification Process. From [9]
2. JCIDS Link to the Acquisition Process

As discussed in the previous section, JCIDS is based on a series of top-down

analyses derived from national-level and strategic guidance. JCIDS identifies capability

gaps and assesses the associated risks to determine if a materiel and/or non-materiel
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solution is required to address these gaps. The link between JCIDS and the acquisition
process is established only when a materiel solution is recommended via an Initial
Capabilities Document (ICD). Once a program is into the acquisition process, JCIDS
continue to provide inputs at key points during the acquisition process to guide the

subsequent development, production and testing of the program as shown in Figure 7.

JCIDS AND DEFENSE ACQUISITION
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JROC - Joint Requirements Oversight Council

DAB - Defense Acquisition Board
ITAB — Information Technology Acquisition Board

Figure 7.  JCIDS and Defense Acquisition. From [3]

C. DEFENSE ACQUISITION SYSTEM

The Defense Acquisition System exists to manage the nation's investments in
technologies, programs, and product support necessary to achieve the National Security
Strategy and support the United States Armed Forces. The investment strategy of the

Department of Defense shall be postured to support not only today's force, but also the
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